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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 10-18 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Upon further review, Examiner has determined that 
claims 10 and 12-15 should be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102 (a) rather than 35 U.S.C. 103 (a). 
Previously Examiner equated the effective bandwidth of the claims with the estimated bandwidth 
of Soumiya using an obvious statement. However, since the term "effective bandwidth" is never 
defined in the claims or the specification, Examiner is free to use any reasonable definition for 
the term "effective bandwidth". As such, Examiner has rejected claims 10 and 12-15 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) by equating "effective bandwidth" in the claims with the "estimated bandwidth" of 
Soumiya. If Applicant wishes for a specific definition of "effective bandwidth" to be applied to 
the claims, then Applicant should provide such a definition in the claims. 

2. In addition, Applicant argued in the Response that claims 14 and 15 needed evidentiary 
support on the record to support the statements of obviousness used by the Examiner. Upon 
rereading Soumiya, Examiner now concludes that Soumiya discloses all of the limitations in 
claims 14 and 15. Therefore, claims 14 and 15 have been rejected solely on the basis of Soumiya, 
without the use of obvious statements. 

3. Examiner urges Applicant to amend the claims to add further limitations which will 
overcome the cited prior art. For instance, Applicant could define the term "effective bandwidth" 
in order to overcome the prior art where the definition must be supported by the specification. 
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Claim Objections 

4. Claim 10 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 12, "acceptance 
algorithm is performed at every step;" should be "acceptance algorithm is performed at every 
step, the acceptance algorithm comprising:". Such wording clarifies the steps of the acceptance 
algorithm in the claim, and as such, makes the claim more easily understandable. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

5. Claim 12 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 6 "the first traffic 
parameter value" should be "a first traffic parameter value" or "a sustainable cell rate" since 
"first traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims and in line 7 "the second traffic 
parameter value" should be "a second traffic parameter value" or "peak cell rate" since "second 
traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims. Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 14 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 6 "the second 
traffic parameter value" should be "a second traffic parameter value" or "peak cell rate" since 
"second traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims and in line 7 "the first traffic 
parameter value" should be "a first traffic parameter value" or "sustainable cell rate" since "first 
traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims. Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 16 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 5 "the second 
traffic parameter value" should be "a second traffic parameter value" or "peak cell rate" since 
"second traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims and in line "the first traffic 
parameter value" should be "a first traffic parameter value" or "sustainable cell rate" since "first 
traffic parameter value" lacks antecedence in the claims. Appropriate correction is required. 
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8. Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 1 1, "sigma rule 
algorithm is performed at every step;" should be "sigma rule algorithm is performed at every 
step, the sigma rule algorithm comprising:". Such wording clarifies the steps of the sigma rule 
algorithm in the claim, and as such, makes the claim more easily understandable. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in 
this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

10. Claims 10 and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Soumiya et al (USPN 5,583,857). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 10, Soumiya discloses a method for statistical multiplexing of ATM 
connections comprising: conducting a plurality of ATM connections over a common connecting 
line (col. 5, lines 48-56 and col. 7, lines 12-28), the plurality of ATM connections having an 
effective bandwidth (estimated bandwidth) reserved for conduction of the aggregate of the 
plurality of ATM connections on the connecting line (col. 17, lines 24-54; col. 18, lines 62-65; 
col. 19, lines 40-43; and col. 20, lines 48-col. 21, line 29, esp. col 20, line 67-col. 21, line 3), and 
utilizing an acceptance algorithm that allocates potential added connections to one of a first class 
(Fig. 19: step 202 VBR) and a second class (Fig. 19: step 202 CBR) (Fig. 19 and col. 17, lines 
15-23), and deciding whether an additional potential added connection can be accepted by the 
common connecting line based on acceptance criteria (total estimated bandwidth including the 
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potential added connection is less than the physical bandwidth) and a prescribed effective 
bandwidth (estimated bandwidth) (Fig. 19; col. 7, lines 19-64; and col. 17, lines 15-67), the 
deciding step comprising: identifying the prescribed effective bandwidth (estimated bandwidth) 
on a step-by-step basis with at least one of a setup and a release of connection (Figs. 19-21, 23, 
and 24; col. 17, line 15-col. 21, line 29; and col. 21, lines 31-48), wherein the identification starts 
from an initial value and the acceptance algorithm is performed at every step (Figs. 19-21, 23, 
and 24; col. 17, line 15-col. 21, line 21; and col. 21, lines 31-48) where it is inherent that there is 
an initial value such that the process either begins with a zero effective bandwidth upon 
initialization if no calls are yet allocated bandwidth or the process is initialized with the 
bandwidth of any connections the line will carry at initialization; determining whether at least 
one of the additional potential added connection or a released connection may be accepted by at 
least one of the first class and the second class (Fig. 19 and 23; col. 7, lines 19-64; col. 17, lines 
15-23; and col. 21, lines 31-48); defining a first bandwidth representative of the first class (V) 
and a second bandwidth representative of the second class (VX) (Fig. 19 and 23; col. 17, lines 
28-67; col. 20, line 48-col. 21, line 29; and col. 21, lines 31-48), modifying at least one of the 
first and second bandwidths by at least one of a sustainable cell rate and a peak cell rate based on 
the acceptance of the additional potential added connection to at least one of the first class and 
the second class (Figs. 19-21, 23, and 24; col. 17, line 15-col. 21, line 29, esp. col. 17, lines 15- 
67; and col. 18, line 17-col. 19, line 43; and col. 21, lines 31-48) where the first and second 
bandwidths are modified by a peak cell rate; and at least one of accepting and rejecting the 
additional potential added connection based on at least the identified prescribed effective 
bandwidth and the acceptance criteria (total estimated bandwidth including the potential added 
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connection is less than the physical bandwidth) (Figs. 19-21; col. 17, lines 54-62; col. 21, lines 4- 
29; and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

12. Regarding claim 12, referring to claim 10, Soumiya discloses that at least one of the 
acceptance criteria is established such that, in the case of the connection setup, when the 
additional potential added connection can be accepted to the first class (VBR), a calculation is 
performed to determine whether the first bandwidth identified is adequate including this 
connection, wherein the first bandwidth is not allowed to exceed the sum of the peak cell rates of 
all connections (Figs. 19-21; col. 18, lines 51-55; and col. 21, lines 4-29) where VH1 is always 
less than or equal to PHI (peak cell rates) since VH1 is not equal to PHI only when VH1 is 
equal to AH1 when AH1 is less than PHI; and the first bandwidth is incremented by the first 
traffic parameter value (average cell rate, Ra) (Figs. 19-21, ref 302-304; col. 18, lines 17-24; and 
col. 18, lines 51-55) when the at least one of the acceptance criteria (estimated peak cell rate is 
greater than average cell rate) is met (Figs. 19-21, ref. 303, and col. 18, lines 51-55) and the first 
bandwidth is incremented by the second traffic parameter value (peak cell rate, Rp) (Figs. 19-21, 
ref 302, 303, and 305; col. 18, lines 35-43; and col. 18, lines 51-55) when the at least one of the 
acceptance criteria is not met (Figs. 19-21, ref 303, and col. 18, lines 51-55). 

13. Regarding claim 13, referring to claim 12, Soumiya discloses that when the additional 
potential added connection cannot be allocated to the first class (VBR), it is automatically 
allocated to the second class (CBR) and the second bandwidth is incremented by the second 
traffic parameter value (peak cell rate) (Fig. 19, ref 203, and col. 17, lines 15-67). 

14. Regarding claim 14, referring to claim 10, Soumiya discloses at least one of the 
acceptance criteria (Fig. 24) is established such that, in the case of the connection release when 
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the released connection can be accepted by the first class (Fig. 23: VBR), a calculation is 
performed to determine whether the first bandwidth (V), exclusive of this connection, is 
adequate for the remaining connections (Fig. 23 and 24 and col. 21, lines 3 1-48), wherein the 
first bandwidth is not allowed to exceed the sum of the peak cell rates of all connections (Figs. 
19-21, 23, and 24; col. 18, lines 51-55; col. 21, lines 4-29; and col. 21, lines 31-48) where VH1 
is always less than or equal to PHI (peak cell rates) since VH1 is not equal to PHI only when 
VH1 is equal to AH1 when AH1 is less than PHI; and the first bandwidth is diminished by the 
second traffic parameter value (peak cell rate, Rp) when the at least one of the acceptance criteria 
is met (estimated peak cell rate is less than average cell rate) (Fig. 24; col. 18, lines 51-55; and 
col. 21, lines 3 1-48) and the first bandwidth is diminished by the first traffic parameter value 
(average cell rate, Ra) when the at least one of the acceptance criteria is not met (estimated peak 
cell rate is less than average cell rate) (Fig. 24; col. 18, lines 51-55; and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

15. Regarding claim 1 5, referring to claim 14, Soumiya discloses that when the connection to 
be released cannot be allocated to the first class (VBR), it is automatically allocated to the 
second class (CBR) and the second bandwidth is diminished by the second traffic parameter 
value (peak cell rate) (Fig. 23; col. 17, lines 15-67; and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

16. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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17. Claims 1 1 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Soumiya et al (USPN 5,583,857) as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Ben-Nun et 
al (USPN 5,515,363). 

18. Regarding claim 11, referring to claim 10, Soumiya discloses that the peak cell rate is of 
the corresponding connection (Figs. 19-21, 23, and 24; col. 17, line 15-col. 21, line 29, esp. col. 
17, lines 15-67; and col. 18, line 17-col. 19, line 43; and col. 21, lines 31-48). Soumiya does not 
expressly discloses that the sustainable cell rate (SCR) is an upper limit for an average cell rate 
with which the cells are transmitted during existence of the connection since Soumiya discloses 
using an average cell rate rather than a sustainable cell rate. However, Soumiya also discloses 
that the average cell rate is defined at the start of the connection for variable speed connections 
(col 9, lines 7-44). Ben-Nun discloses, in an ATM system, that the sustainable cell rate is an 
upper limit for an average cell rate with which the cells are transmitted during existence of the 
connection (col. 4, lines 24-34). Ben-Nun also discloses that the SCR is a negotiated parameter 
for variable rate connections (col. 4, line 66-col. 5, line 8). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use SCR in place of the average cell rate, 
where SCR is an upper limit for an average cell rate with which the cells are transmitted during 
existence of the connection, since SCR is a parameter negotiated for variable rate connections at 
the start of the connection. 

19. Regarding claim 16, referring to claim 11, Soumiya in view of Ben-Nun discloses at least 
one of the acceptance criteria (Fig. 24) is established such that when the connection to be 
released is allocated to the first class (Fig. 23: VBR), a calculation is performed to determine 
whether the first bandwidth (V) without this released connection is adequate for the remaining 
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connections (Fig. 23 and 24 and col. 21, lines 31-48); and wherein the first bandwidth is 
diminished by the second traffic parameter value (peak cell rate, Rp) when the at least one 
acceptance criterion is met (estimated peak cell rate is less than average cell rate) (Fig. 24; col. 
18, lines 51-55; and col. 21, lines 31-48) and the value of the identified first bandwidth is 
upwardly limited by the sum of the peak cell rates of the first class (Fig. 24; col. 18, lines 51-55; 
and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

20. Regarding claim 17, referring to claim 11, Soumiya in view of Ben-Nun discloses that the 
effective bandwidth is derived from the sum of the first and second bandwidth (Soumiya: Figs. 
19-21, 23, and 24, step 206'; col. 17, lines 24-62; col. 21, lines 4-29; and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

21 . Regarding claim 18, referring to claim 11, Soumiya in view of Ben-Nun discloses that the 
acceptance algorithm is started only once per connection to be one of potentially added and 
released (Soumiya: Figs. 19 and 23: call request admission and call request release; col. 17, lines 
15-67; col. 21, lines 4-29; and col. 21, lines 31-48). 

22. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Soumiya et al 
(USPN 5,583,857) in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art. 

23. Regarding claim 19, referring to the rejection of claim 10, Soumiya discloses all of the 
limitations of claim 19, as outlined in the rejection of claim 10, except that the acceptance 
algorithm is a sigma rule algorithm. Applicant admits that the sigma rule algorithm is known in 
the prior art as a simple method for handling acceptance procedures (page 3, lines 3-6) where the 
sigma rule allocates a potential connection to one of two classes (page 3, line 3-18). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a 
sigma rule algorithm, which allocates a potential connection to one of two classes, as an 
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acceptance algorithm, which allocates a potential connection to one of two classes, since the 
sigma rule algorithm is a simple method. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Ryman whose telephone number is (703)305-6970. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 7:00-5:00 with every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (703)308-6602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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